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RE: DEQ Response to January 25, 2016 Meeting to discuss Comments for Supplemental 
Groundwater Sampling and Data Evaluation Work Plan, NW Pipe Company Site 
ECSI #138 

Dear Ms. Heldt-Sheller: 

On January 25, 2016 project teams for the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), CH2M, and NW Pipe (NWP) met to discuss DEQ's 
January 19, 2016 review comments on the Supplemental Groundwater Sampling and Data 
Evaluation work plan (Work Plan). During the meeting, NWP requested that DEQ provide 
additional rationale for some comments. 

In response to NWP's request, below are DEQ's original comments, response to your questions, 
and meeting discussion information. DEQ comments and responses are presented in italicized 
text. January 25, 2016 meeting resolutions to DEQ's original comments are presented as 
indented text. In addition, EPA's Meeting Summary Follow-On is included as an attachment. 
DEQ agrees with the summary presented in the EPA Meeting Summary Follow-On and requests 
that all comments be addressed in the work plan resubmittal. 

Review Comments 
1. Page 1, Background, Last paragraph 

The Plan conclusion that the there is an offeite source to the east-northeast is not supported by 
current data compared to an onsite source. This issue was discussed in previous comments and our 
teleconference. The proposed work will address groundwater contamination potentially migrating 
to the river but will not provide information regarding offeite sources of contamination. DEQ 
considers the groundwater plume to be from NWP based on the current monitoring data. NWP may 
propose additional work to evaluate contributions from offeite sources. 

NWP acknowledged DEQ's opinion that the current information does not support the NWPs' 
suggestions of an offsite source of groundwater contamination. 

2. Page 2, Scope o[Work 
The Plan states that the work will confirm hydraulic characteristics (flow direction and 
magnitude of gradient). DEQ is concerned that existing survey information is not sufficient to 
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accurately determine well elevations between NWP and the Terminal 4 wells. DEQ requests that 
a new survey be performed to provide accurate information for well elevations tied to a common 
datum by a licensed land surveyor. 

NWP will consider a current survey of the monitoring wells identified in the work plan. 

3. Page 2. Well Redevelopment 
The Plan states that the wells will be redeveloped by raising and lowering the pump between 
pumping cycles. DEQ recommends that a surge block and submersible pump be used to 
~ffectively develop the wells that are proposed for sampling. In addition, please define the 
criteria used by the hydrologist to determine if well development is complete. Please provide 
copies of all monitoring well logs to provide information regarding well construction and 
subsurface materials. DEQ Groundwater Monitoring Well Drilling, Construction, and 
Decommissioning 1992 guidance is recommendedfor the Plan and may be found at 
http://www. deq. state. or. us/lqlpubsl docs/tanks/Groundwater Monitoring We I !Drilling. pd[. 

NWP agreed to use a surge block and submersible pump for well development and 
monitor water quality parameters during development. Water quality parameters will be 
used to determine when to end development and the criteria will be added to the amended 
work plan. 

4. Page 3. Aquifer Testing 
Please evaluate the slug testing data to determine if well recovery indicates that this method is 
sufficient to provide accurate data. Each well should have well efficiency reported with the 
aquifer testing results. 

DEQ withdraws the request that well efficiency be reported with the slug testing results. 

5. Page 4. Well Redevelopment 
The bulleted list of measurement to supplement biochemical indicator is missing carbon dioxide 
and methane. Please add carbon dioxide/methane and all constituents needed to complete EPA 
Technical Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation. 

NWP agrees to include methane analysis. 
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6. Page 4, Groundwater Sampling 
The Plan proposed six monitoring well sampling locations and two quarterly sampling events. 
DEQ requests the addition ofT-4-MW-23 and T-4-MW-9 to the six proposed wells for sampling 
and that there are four quarterly sampling events for all eight monitoring wells for all 
parameters (chemicals of interest and natural attenuation parameters). 

NWP agreed to perform four quarters of groundwater monitoring with the addition of 
wells T-4-MW-23 and T-4-MW-9. DEQ agreed to consider a reduction of natural 
attenuation parameter sampling. A rational for the reduction of natural attenuation 
parameter sampling may be proposed by NWP after two sampling events. 

7. Page 5, Well Purging and Sampling 
The Plan presents a sampling order that does not consider the concentrations observed in MW-5 
and MW-6. DEQ requests that well gauging, well development, and sampling be performed in 
the following order: T-4-MW-9, T-4-MW-03S, T-4-MW-22, T-4-MW-23, MW-3, MW-4, MW-5, 
andMw-6. 

NWP agreed to EPA's suggested sequence of invasive activities and have MW-6 as the 
last well in the process. DEQ agreed. 

8. Page 5, Well Purging and Sampling 
Please sample turbidity at the inlet of the flow through chamber in order to collect a 
representative sample. In addition, it is recommended by EPA guidance, that Teflon or Teflon­
lined polyethylene tubing is used for collection of groundwater samples to prevent leaching of 
contaminants. DEQ requests the use of Teflon or Teflon-lined tubing to sample ground water 

NWP agreed to make the requested modifications to the field sampling procedures and 
sampling equipment. 

9. Page 8, Data Analysis and Reporting 
Please provide a more precise description for what data distribution will switch from Bouwer 
and Rice to an alternative method. 

NWP clarified that another method to estimate hydraulic conductivity may be used to 
supplement the Bouwer and Rice method. 

10. Page 8, Data Analysis and Reporting 
DEQ request that copies of field log books are included in data submittals and that preliminary 
reports to DEQ be submitted within 60 days of the report of analytical results. 

NWP agreed to include copies of field log books in the data submittals and to the 60 day 
reporting period. 
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11. Table 2, Analytical Methods 
DEQ request that Table 2 include the reporting limits compared to the Draft PRG screening 
levels (July 2015). Please discuss any analytical detection limit exceedances compared to Drqft 
PR Gs and why a more precise method is not used. 

DEQ has provided NWP with the most recent Draft EPA PRGs (July 29, 2015) by email. 

In addition to the above review comments and resolutions, DEQ requests that drawdown and 
recovery data from wells be collected during development. This infmmation should be evaluated 
to determine differences in water production from the wells. Well logs should also be evaluated 
to determine if the selected wells for slug testing are representative of site conditions. DEQ 
requests that the NWP team consider this well development data prior to finalizing the selection 
of wells for slug testing and provide their assessment to DEQ for review and confirmation prior 
to conducting the slug tests. 

DEQ understands that the slug tests are planned to obtain a more site specific conductivity value 
to update the fate and transport model previously developed by NWP. DEQ believes it is 
important to note that the fate and transport model will continue to have substantial uncertainty 
and that DEQ will primarily look to the distribution of contaminant concentrations observed in 
monitoring wells as the primary line of evidence for contaminant fate and transport. 

DEQ requests that the Work Plan be resubmitted, with the requested modifications reflected above 
and in the attached EPA Follow-On comments. Please call me at (503) 229-5039, if you have 
questions regarding this letter. 

Sincerely~ 

Jim Orr, R.G. 
Project Manager 
Nmthwest Region Cleanup Program 

cc: Mike Wray, NWP (PDF and Mail Copy) 
Ken Shump, CH2M (PDF and Mail Copy) 
Gretchen Gee, CH2M, PDF and Mail Copy) 
Claudia Powers, Ater Wynne LLP (PDF and Mail Copy) 
Matt McC!incy, DEQ (PDF Copy) 
Mike Poulsen, DEQ (PDF Copy) 
Alex Liverman, DEQ (PDF Copy) 
Ken Thiessen, DEQ (PDF Copy) 
Mike Romero, DEQ (PDF Copy) 
Eva DeMaria, EPA (PDF Copy) 
Sean Sheldralce, EPA (PDF Copy) 
ECSI File 138 

Attachment: EPA Meeting Summary Follow-On 

Page 4 of 4 



Meeting Summary and Follow-On 
Meeting on January 25, 2016 to Discuss DEQ and EPA's January 19 2016 
Comments on the Northwest Pipe Work Plan - Supplemental Groundwater 
Sampling and Data Evaluation 

PREPARED BY: CDMSmith 

PROJECT: Northwest Pipe Company Source Control 

MEETING DATE: January 25, 2016 

MEETING TIME: 9:00 AM - 10:30 AM PST 

LOCATION: DEQ NWR at 700 NE Multnomah Portland Oregon Room 610 and WehEx for remote 
attendees (See call-in information below) 

ATTENDEES: 

Stephanie Heldt-Sheller/Northwest Pipe Company 
Mike Wray/Northwest Pipe Company 
Ken Shump/CH2M 
Gretchen Gee/CH2M 
JimOJT/DEQ 
Ken Thiessen/DEQ 
Eva DeMaria/EPA 
Mike Allen/CDM Smith 
Howard Young/COM Smith 
Steve Dent/CDM Smith 

At the start of the meeting, EPA informed the gronp that they did not have any attorneys on the call and that 
EPA prefers to have their attorney on calls when other attorneys are present. Stephanie H.-S. asked the two 
Northwest Pipe (NWP) attorneys to drop off the call in response. 

DEQ Comment #1- NWP acknowledged DEQ' s opinion that the cuJTent information does not support 
NWP' s suggestion of an off site source. 

DEQ Comment #2 - CH2M verified that both the NWP and Terminal 4 wells were both surveyed to 0.01 
feet by Oregon licensed surveys to the same datum aud believes vertical control is not an issue. NWP wells 
were confirmed to be flush-mount and in traffic areas. DEQ is concerned because of the age of the wells and 
possible movement of the casing tops over time in a heavy use industrial setting. In addition, the 
groundwater elevation at the prope1ty is flat and minor shifts could result in major shifts of projected 
groundwater direction. 

DEQ Comment #3 - NWP is only developing wells primarily to check the well condition and clear the well 
screen to the bottom of the well for proper sampling. They do not feel that water quality parameters are 
needed to determine if development is completed. DEQ responded that proper well development is needed 
to: (1) remove sediment to the bottom of the wells screen so the wells are suitable for DNAPL or heavier 
water contaminants; (2) wells need to be developed for accurate hydraulic conductivity determination; and 
(3) need entire screen interval developed so that sampling will result in representative samples of 
groundwater in the formation. CH2M replied that concentrations are too low to cause a density driven flow 
to the bottom of the well and concentrations are too low to indicate the presence of DNAPL. In addition, 
CH2M stated that full development of the wells is not needed for collecting representative gronndwater 
samples. However, NWP agreed to use a surge block in addition to the submersible pump for well 

.. -, ... 



....... ........... 

development. In addition, NWP agreed to monitor water quality parameters duriug development aud to 
include quantitative criteria for ending development in the revised work plan. 

DEQ Comment #4 - CH2M requests that DEQ provide a documented method for determining well 
efficiency from slug test data. DEQ agreed to provide a reference. 

DEQ Comment #5 -EPA MNA Guidance (Table 5 .3) does not require carbon dioxide and therefore CH2M 
did not include carbon dioxide in the Work Plan. They did not propose methane analysis because previous 
data indicated that reductive dechlorination is occurring without needing to look at the methane parameter. 
DEQ and EPA recommended that methane be included. NWP agrees to include the methane analysis 
although they do not think it is needed. 

DEQ Comment #6 - NWP asked DEQ' s rationale for adding the two additional monitoring wells. DEQ 
responded that adding T4-MW9 would allow a data point closer to the slip. DEQ also wants to add T4-MW9 
to bracket contamination migrating from the site and noted that this well had previous detections. NWP 
agreed that they will add these two wells to the Work Plan. 

Frequency of monitoring. NWP commented that adding two monitoring events will add considerable cost. 
DEQ stated the importance of having a robust data set to determine the effectiveness of natural attenuation 
and that quarterly sampling was needed. NWP agreed to conduct four monitoring events but would request a 
reduced analyte list based on results from the first round of sampling. The discussion noted that NWP would 
prefer not to collecUmeasure the natural attenuation parameters in all events. There was partial concurrence 
from DEQ for a reduction in these parameters for future events if NWP wrote up a rationale. 

DEQ Comment #7 - NWP accepted revising the sequence of well sampling to match EPA' s comments to 
have MW-06 as the last well in the sequence. Discussion clarified as in EPA comments that the sequence 
includes all invasive activity in the wells. DEQ concurred. 

DEQ Comment #8 - NWP agreed with this comment. 

DEQ Comment #9 - CH2M replied that they will use the Bouwer-Rice method and may supplement the 
analysis with another method. DEQ and EPA agreed. NWP clarified that Work Plan Section 2.2 states that 
another method may be used "in addition to" Bouwer-Rice, thus intending it as a supplemental method. 

DEQ Comment #10 - NWP agreed with the 60-day reporting period. 

DEQ Comment #11 - NWP is concerned that the draft PRGs may change and are not final. DEQ responded 
that these are appropriate, the most conservative, and most will become the clean-up goals when final, 
though there is a possibility that some will change before the final ROD. However, the objective for using 
the values is for a screening comparison. NWP is concerned that in the past they have had an expense in 
updating their reports due to changing screening levels and want to avoid that. Eva D. commented that the 
PRGs do change but they will likely be in the Portland Harbor ROD at the end of 2016. DEQ agreed to 
request the most current PRO values from EPA and provide them to NWP. Eva D. confirmed after the call 
that the latest publicly available PRGs are from July 29, 2015. 

EPA General Comment #1 - NWP asked what information EPA wants from BIOCHLOR. They do not 
have a digital copy and it would be a big effort to scan entire document. EPA agreed that just the sections 
relating to BIOCHLOR and natural attenuation would be acceptable. 

EPA General Comment #2 - NWP wants clarification regarding the statistical analysis EPA is requesting. 
EPA noted that to achieve NWP Work Plan's stated objectives for demonstrating concentration trends, there 
needs to be a quantitative means to document a trend, but also acknowledged that they are not looking for a 
complicated groundwater statistical analysis. NWP stated there is no plan for statistically evaluating the 
data. EPA stated that the specific evaluations would be dependent upon the dataset and upon future 
discussion between EPA and DEQ regarding how best to document achieving source control. 
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EPA would accept a graphical presentation of the new data and historic data with some sort of confidence 
measures presented with the graphs and a typical best-fit line. EPA suggests an initial review of the data for 
cyclical patterns then, if appropriate for the dataset, a simple graphical evaluation of the time versus 
concentration be performed on datasets of three or more measurements to identify potential temporal trends 
of the measured concentrations. Analyses to identify a trend will need to consider potential cyclical 
fluctuation and/or seasonal influences in groundwater that affect chemical concentration. 

EPA General Comment #3 - NWP stated that they are uot identifying an alternative plan if wells are not 
properly screened for representative sampling. NWP stated that they confirmed that all the Port wells are 
completed iu shallow aquifer. NWP did not have the well construction diagrams at hand and were not sure 
about the specifics of the screening interval. They were also not sure if the well construction logs or 
diagrams would be included in the Work Plan. NWP will first submit a response to comments outlining what 
they propose be in the Work Plan addendum and then go from there. DEQ expressed their preference to 
have the well diagrams and screened intervals clearly shown in the revised Work Plan. 

EPA Specific Comment #1 - NWP disagreed that the areas experience pooling other than from one reported 
event in 2010. NWP also disagreed that there is evidence that the groundwater direction changes over time. 
EPA stated that the general purpose of the comment was to note that there are other potential mechanisms to 
explain increasing concentration at MW-5 other than an off-property source. NWP noted the comment and 
mentioned a figure in the March 2015 SCE repmt that identified stormwater pooling in an area along the 
property boundary near the main gate, in the general area of question. The area was mentioned in the 
discussion as related to temporary road construction and runoff diversion. 

EPA recommends a new elevation survey be conducted on the groundwater wells on both the NWP and Port 
of Portland properties to ensure that top of casing (or other depth to water reference point) from the two sites 
have current and accurate elevations to support water level mapping. Accurate top of casing elevations are 
critical for calculating groundwater elevation used to determine hydraulic gradients. Very small shifts in 
elevation can potentially affect hydraulic gradient calculation and result in inconect groundwater flow 
direction. Because the groundwater elevation contour plots for NWP property were developed from 
measurements collected at different times of the year, it appears that groundwater elevation contours may 
have changed significantly at different points in time. For example, the June/July 2005 groundwater 
elevation contour map (from CH2M's November 10, 2015 Power Point presentation) show that MW-5 and 
MW-6 are in a saddle with groundwater flow approaching the saddle from the east and west. In contrast, the 
September 2005 groundwater elevation map shows a uniform horizontal hydraulic gradient with groundwater 
flow directed towards the south-southeast. The groundwater elevation between MW-5 and MW-6 appear to 
be very similar in the June/July and September 2005 measurements indicating that small changes in 
groundwater elevation could result in changes in the groundwater flow direction. 

EPA Specific Comment #2 - Covered in DEQ comments. 

EPA Specific Comment #3 - Covered in DEQ comments. 

EPA Specific Comment #4 - Covered in DEQ comments. 

EPA Specific Comment #5 - Covered in DEQ comments. 

EPA Specific Comment#6 - CoveredinDEQ comments. 

EPA Specific Comment #7 - Covered in DEQ comments. 

EPA Specific Comment #8 - NWP is looking into analytical methods that will lower detection limits to a 
concentration lower than the PRGs. For any analyte that cannot attain a detection limit lower than a PRG 
value, a justification will be included in the revised work plan. 

EPA Specific Comment #9 - Covered in DEQ comments. 
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EPA Editorial Comments - NWP agreed to address all editorial comments in text. 

NWP restated their plan to provide a detailed response to comments and expressed uncertainty regarding a 
revised Work Plan and schedule. 

NWP confirmed to DEQ that they had contacted the Port of Portland for access permission. 
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